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to ease the presentation of our findings. ' The distinction could clearly be differentiated further, and at first we considered a fourfold schema, selecting local high schools from the greater Boston area as our examples. Thus, we find C's three-fold typology of nonfunctional, dysfunctional, and functional school communities useful. We regard it as theoretically consonant and therefore supportive of our norm-enforcing and horizon-expanding distinction and the more fine-grained claims we make throughout our article.
Second, we all agree that the NELS data are imperfect, but they are the best we have and are worthy of careful analysis. The questions on parental networks incorporated in the NELS survey were developed explicitly to evaluate Coleman's hypotheses about the possible beneficial effects of social closure on student outcomes. H&K claim that the egocentric network data collected from parents should properly be considered as measures of average student sociability rather than as the properties of parental networks. H&K seem unaware that the same measures can serve as operationalizations of different concepts. Furthermore, they do not attempt to show that their alternative conceptualization of the measures can account for the findings we present, but merely assert that our conceptualization is wrong and therefore that our findings are irrelevant.
H&K's criticism of our decision to analyze these network data, in an attempt to evaluate Coleman's hypotheses, using measures that he helped develop, implicitly encourages scholastic retrogression that cannot be good for sociology. Their critique accuses us of I Our article advances a very modest theory of network effects on learning, primarily because it is an empirical article constrained by available data. A more complete version of this theory is presented in Morgan (1998 Thus, a school with a high incidence of intergenerational social closure is not necessarily characterized by shared parental norms about academic interests and concerns" (p. 687). We fail to see how this can be regarded as an objection to the theoretical argument of our article.
tribute rather than as a school-level attribute.
We view social closure as a feature of social structure that is rightly regarded as a grouplevel attribute that yields returns to individuals.3 Again, we rely on Coleman for our defense. In a section titled "The Public-Good Aspect of Social Capital," Coleman (1990) writes: "As an attribute of the social structure in which a person is embedded, social capital is not the private property of any of the persons who benefit from it" (p. 315).4
Nonetheless, for comparison with C's supplemental models, we report models in It is unclear how they obtain such a high correlation, or why they did not select the same sample that we did. The difference in the estimated correlations probably results from their inclusion of students who were used to "freshen" the sample in 1990 and students in other types of private schools. Moreover, C reports a correlation between the two variables of .583-midway between our correlation and H&K's. We presume that C's correlation is estimated for the same sample of students used for his regression that includes twelfth-grade dropouts and students who have transferred between schools-students that we exclude from our analysis. Thus, we regard C's correlation as an overestimate, and H&K's is even larger. Finally, if we discard students in schools with fewer than 10 students, as we did in the regression in column 3 of Carbonaro (1999) and to Hallinan and Kubitschek (1999) In Number of schools 898 500 898 898
Number of students 9,241 7,146 9,241 9,241
Notes: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Data are weighted at both the student and school levels.
Additional school-level and student-level covariates are the same as for Table 3 in Morgan and Sorensen (1999) . Because the model in column 2 is estimated for a nonrandom subsample of students, and because it is estimated using the same weights as the other models, one cannot infer population distributions from the model in column 3 without additional assumptions that we do not wish to invoke. The social closure and parents know parents variables were modified for the models in columns 3 and 4 by ignoring the reported ties of students' parents to parents of friends who do not attend the same schools as the students. students in 898 schools in our analysis sample, the average student is in a withinschool sample of 13.53 students and the average school has a sample of 10.63 students.
We would, of course, be happier with the NELS data if these within-school samples were larger. However, the question is not whether each school sample is large enough to provide a meaningful estimate of the school-level network properties of each school but rather whether over the whole sample of schools the school-level network properties are on average well estimated.
Determining whether this is the case is, by construction, beyond the capabilities of the NELS data. But the small size of the withinschool samples cannot be regarded as an a priori justification for discarding school-level measures. Moreover, our models are not of a complexity that requires large within-school samples-we do not model school-level variation in within-school relationships.
The fact that within-school samples are not simple random samples is not a severe problem either. By appropriately weighting for differential sampling probabilities within schools-to adjust for the oversampling of Asian and Hispanic students-when computing school-level means and by explicitly modeling sample attrition by using a control function of propensity scores for inclusion in the analysis sample, we hope to have mitigated potential problems with the withinschool generalizability of the within-school samples.
To examine whether our findings are produced by the preponderance of small schools 
